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In late autumn of 1999, Seattle, Washington, was shut down by protests against one of the world's newest and most powerful institutions, the World Trade Organization (WTO). The ministerial meeting of the WTO sparked an organized protest involving tens of thousands of people from all over North America. Labor organizations, environmentalists, antiglobalization groups, and civil society associations, as well as masses of concerned individuals, converged on Seattle. Along with a rally and march through the city, protestors engaged in direct action that was intended to keep delegates away from the convention center where the meetings were being held. For a few days the streets of downtown Seattle were the site of human pyramids, lockdowns (where protestors used combinations of metal pipes and bike locks to connect themselves in such a way that removing them without harming them would be nearly impossible), and street theater involving massive puppets meant to both disrupt traffic and symbolically reclaim the streets. The riotgear-clad Seattle Police Department responded with tear gas, rubber bullets, and pepper spray in their attempts to clear the streets. For their own part, some WTO delegates went to extraordinary lengths to make it to the meetingsnegotiating the conflict-ridden streets, trying to enter buildings by climbing over walls with their briefcases in tow.
The WTO meetings and protests in Seattle represent the intersection of an extraordinary variety of institutional processes all directed at the institutions of international trade. Most critically for this article, the events of that week illustrate the diversity of timelines that are associated with attempts to create, transform, and demolish social institutions. Delegates were involved (or were trying to be involved) in the inevitably slow, long-standing negotiations to build multilateral trade agreements. The protest march, speeches, and countertrade conferences organized by antiglobalization organizations were aimed at the even slower job of developing and legitimating a societal discourse around the problems of globalization. In contrast, directaction protestors were attempting to force an immediate end to this round of negotiations, while the police engaged in a similarly fastpaced attempt to control the situation. As illustrated by these events and actions, there is a wide range of temporal dynamics associated with processes of institutionalization: new practices, rules, and technologies emerge, diffuse, and become legitimated over time and at varying rates (Leblebici, Salancik, Copay, & King, 1991; Meyer & Rowan, 1977) ; once established, they endure with greater or lesser degrees of We thank Sally Maitlis, Michael Tushman, and two anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments on this article. We also thank Vivien Clark, A. R. Elangovan, and Nelson Phillips for their comments on an earlier version. nisms underpinning the development and maintenance of institutions-one that we argue has direct and important connections to the temporal dynamics of institutionalization.
Third, we begin to unpack dominant assumptions about the temporal dynamics of institutionalization. We argue that the traditional model of institutionalization as typified by the S-shaped diffusion curve (e.g., Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Rogers, 1995; Strang & Tuma, 1993) masks a variety of temporal patterns in institutionalization. Fourth, we propose an alternative set of institutionalization curves based on the type of institutional mechanism agents use to support the process.
The paper is organized into five major sections. In the first we draw on organizational and sociological discussions of time and temporality to delineate the temporal boundaries of institutionalization, and we develop two temporal dimensions critical to describing institutionalization processes: pace and stability. In the second section we discuss the impact of institutional mechanisms on the pace and stability of institutionalization and develop a typology of powerbased mechanisms. Third, we examine the relationships between each of the types of powerbased mechanisms and the two temporal dimensions of institutionalization, formalizing these relationships in a set of propositions. In developing these propositions, we focus on the institutionalization of relatively complex sets of organizational practices (e.g., Fligstein, 1991; Tolbert & Zucker, 1983) , rather than on microinstitutionalization at the individual level (e.g., Goffman, 1963) or larger, historical institutions, such as the Catholic mass (e.g., Jepperson, 1991) . To illustrate this section we draw on the WTO example and, more extensively, on the emergence of corporate environmental management as a nascent institution. Fourth, we examine the effects of combining different institutional mechanisms on the pace and stability of institutionalization processes. Finally, we conclude with a discussion of the implications of our model for institutional and organizational research.
TEMPORAL CHARACTERISTICS OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION
In this section we develop the analytical focus of the paper, or the dependent variable in operational terms. We first link discussions of time from sociology and organization theory (Hassard, 1990; Sorokin & Merton, 1937; Zaheer, Albert, & Zaheer, 1999) to traditional studies of institutional processes in order to sketch the temporal boundaries of the phenomenon on which we focus-institutionalization. We then draw from the study of rhythms and regularities in social life (Zerubavel, 1981) to develop specific temporal dimensions that can describe processes of institutionalization (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 1995) .
Temporal Boundaries of Institutionalization
In examining the temporal characteristics of a social phenomenon, it is useful to first define the object and establish its temporal boundaries. Here, we follow studies of time in social settings, in which researchers argue for the importance of understanding social time as "operational," in that it is tied to the events-and, more important, to the meaning of events-in social life (Clark, 1985; Gurvitch, 1964; Sorokin & Merton, 1937 ). This conception of time is in contrast to one in which time is constructed as linear and continuous (Gurvitch, 1964) . Although a linear conception of time has tended to dominate organization theory (Bluedorn & Denhardt, 1988; Clark, 1985) , an event-driven or operational understanding of time is more consistent with developing an understanding of the dynamics of change processes, such as institutionalization (Clark, 1985) . So, rather than set temporal boundaries based on "clock time" (Sorokin & Merton, 1937) or calendar time (Zerubavel, 1981) , we focus on establishing a unit of analysis with temporal boundaries that are defined by a set of events and the relationships among them.
A broad range of studies of institutionalization suggests that there is a typical pattern of events and relationships among them that define the process of institutionalization: objects are first recognized, then accepted by relatively few actors, and then widely diffused and broadly accepted within a field (Leblebici et al., 1994; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Stinchcombe, 1965; Zucker, 1987) . Zucker (1987) , for instance, argues that there is an early phase of partial acceptance, then a middle phase of rapid diffusion and wider acceptance, then a phase of saturation and complete legitimation. In a study of the diffusion of civil service reform, Tolbert and Zucker (1983) found that this pattern of diffusion involved two sets of mechanisms, with early adopters basing their decisions on technical grounds and later adopters responding primarily to legitimacy pressures. Consequently, as is shown in Figure 1 , institutionalization is presumed by most researchers to occur along something like an S-shaped curve that characterizes most diffusion paths involving both contagion and noncontagion processes (Powell & (1999) suggest that time scales represent a critical, and yet often missing, element in the specification of organizational theories. The time scale most critical to our discussion is the "existence interval," which corresponds to the "length of time needed for one instance of the process, pattern, phenomenon, or event to occur or unfold" (Zaheer et al., 1999: 730) . For the study of institutionalization, this would be the length of time over which new practices, rules, or technologies emerged, became institutionalized, and remained institutionalized within an organizational field (Hoffman, 1999; Leblebici et al., 1991) . In the curve illustrated in Figure 1 , the existence interval we focus on is that period of time beginning at the emergence of the new innovation and ending prior to the institution's deinstitutionalization. Thus, our focus in this paper is on the temporal patterns associated with an instance of institutionalization.
Temporal Dimensions of Institutionalization
In order to develop a theory that predicts the temporal character of an instance of institutionalization, it is first necessary to establish the temporal dimensions on which the theory will focus. Although institutionalization processes generally have been associated with the Sshaped curve shown in Figure 1 (Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Rogers, 1995; Strang & Tuma, 1993) , no one precise shape of curve fits the dynamics associated with all instances of institutionalization. We argue that the S-shaped curve represents as a "process" what might be better described as a heterogeneous set of "processes" (Clark, 1985 (Gersick, 1991; Tushman & Anderson, 1986) . The variance in the rate at which innovations diffuse leads us to focus on the pace of an institutionalization process as our first temporal dimension. We define the pace of institutionalization as the length of time taken for an innovation to become diffused throughout an organizational field (see Figure 1) . Second, once institutionalization has reached saturation, our focus shifts from change and its pace to the temporal character of the now established institution. The outcome of an instance of institutionalization is an institutionalized practice, rule, technology, or combination of those in the form of a regime or dominant rhetoric (Leblebici et al., 1991; Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Scott, 1995) . At this point the institution has reached the stage of legitimation, and the practices are diffused widely among most participating members of the field. The issue now is how stable, enduring, and influential the institution will be. In terms of the institutionalization curve, the question is how far out to draw the saturated portion of the curve. Regardless of whether institutionalization occurs quickly or slowly, once established, some institutions are more stable than others (Hoffman, 1999) . Indeed, the stability of institutions has received considerable attention in the literature; it has been linked to their degree of structuration (Giddens, 1984) , the way in which they are tightly or loosely coupled (March & Olsen, 1976) , and the volatility of the social system in which they are embedded (Clegg, 1989 ). Yet, even though stability has been considered a hallmark of institutions, specific, testable explanations for the degree to which institutions vary in their stability are rel-atively underdeveloped (Scott, 1995) . Therefore, we propose that the second temporal dimension critical for an instance of institutionalization is the stability' of the resulting institution. We define stability as the length of time over which an institution remains highly diffused and legitimated (see Figure 1) .
In summary, we focus, in this article, on the time it takes for an innovation to diffuse throughout a field and the time during which it remains diffused. These temporal dimensions represent the time periods associated with different phases of a sequential structure (Zerubavel, 1981) . We do not, in contrast, attempt to develop a theory that predicts either temporal locations (when new institutions will emerge) or rates of recurrence (how often institutions will emerge). We argue that the dimensions we have developed here-pace and stability-combine to characterize the key temporal characteristics of an instance of institutionalization.
MECHANISMS OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION
In this section we begin to address the factors that affect the pace and stability of an instance of institutionalization. We focus here on the mechanisms that support the institutionalization process-the social forces that energize the diffusion of an innovation and lead to its entrenchment in an organizational field (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Leblebici et al., 1991) . First, we examine the suitability of the dominant typology of institutional mechanisms, originally developed by DiMaggio and Powell (1983), for examining the pace and stability of institutionalization. We then propose an alternative typology, rooted in sociological and organizational studies of power.
DiMaggio and Powell (1983) offer three mechanisms that lead to institutionalization: coercive, normative, and mimetic pressures. These three have been extended by Scott (1995) , in his discussion of three "pillars of institutions," and by Powell (1991) & Powell, 1983: 150) . These authors go on to include within the category of coercive pressures those that emanate from government mandate, resource interdependence, state-sponsored legitimacy, and more subtle political processes. While the category of coercive pressures may describe a general set of processes, the different mechanisms of institutional control included within it seem likely to vary significantly with respect to their temporal dynamics. The immediacy of force or government mandate seems distinct from the perhaps more protracted process associated with persuasion; even coercive pressures emanating from the state might happen more quickly (as in a mandated change to some administrative process) or slowly (as when the government attempts to delegitimate some activity through public service advertising). The heterogeneity of temporal dynamics associated with coercive pressures is also seen in the other two of DiMaggio and Powell's (1983) types, as well as in 1 We use the term stability rather than duration here in order to differentiate this second phase of institutionalization more clearly from the first. Stability indicates the length of time that an institution endures once it has become diffused, whereas duration might equally refer to the entire institutionalization process. the types suggested by Scott (1995) and Powell (1991) . The problem is not that these typologies are not sensible categorizations of institutional processes but that they are not intended to focus our attention on temporal issues.
Rather than attempt to reform the typology of institutional pressures developed by DiMaggio and Powell (1983), we believe a more fruitful approach to the study of time and institutions is the development of a typology of mechanisms that has a clearer connection to the temporal characteristics of institutionalization processes. For the development of this typology, we focus on the idea that different institutions are supported by what Jepperson refers to as "repetitively activated, socially constructed, controls" (1991: 145), which work to support the pattern of social practice over time. In other words, a central feature of the institutionalization of an innovation is the set of power relations that supports the process. We argue that such power relations cut across coercive, mimetic, and normative pressures and allow us to trace the temporal dimensions of institutionalization more directly. Therefore, we develop a typology of institutional mechanisms based on the forms of power agents might employ to support an instance of institutionalization.
Dimensions of Power
In developing our typology of institutional mechanisms, we begin by describing its dimensions and their connections to the pace and stability of institutionalization. Although existing typologies of power usefully distinguish between various aspects and types of power ( Pfeffer, 1981b), they focus largely on power as it is manifested in willful acts of influence--strategies for getting others to do something they otherwise would not do (Dahl, 1957) . Although influence is clearly a central form of power in organizations, institutionalization processes are supported by a much broader range of forms of power (Clegg, 1989; Powell, 1991; Scott, 1995) . As illustrated in our opening example, institutionalization can be supported or opposed by a variety of agents-from individuals to the state-who draw on a wide array of resources and strategies. We propose a typology of power based on two dimensions that together account for a broad range of forms of power and provide a direct connection between institutional mechanisms and the pace and stability of institutionalization.
The mode of power. Recently, organizational researchers have begun to include aspects of power that are tied less closely to the influence of organizational actors and more closely to the role of disciplinary systems that work to control organizational members (Clegg, 1989; Deetz, 1992; Hardy & Clegg, 1996; Townley, 1993) . In this stream researchers have focused on power that emanates from organized systems of practice, rather than from the discrete actions of interested individuals or groups (e.g., Covaleski, Dirsmith, Heian, & Samuel, 1998). This characteristic, the mode of power, forms the first dimension in the typology we develop. In elaborating this dimension, we follow earlier work (Clegg, 1989; Foucault, 1977; Giddens, 1984; Hardy, 1994) in distinguishing between "episodic" and "systemic" modes of power.
Episodic power refers to relatively discrete, strategic acts of mobilization initiated by selfinterested actors. Historically, this mode of power has dominated the study of power in organizations through the development of two streams of theory (Hardy & Clegg, 1996) : one focusing on power acquired through the ownership and control of the means of production (e.g., Braverman, 1974; Buroway, 1979; Clegg, 1975; Clegg & Dunkerly, 1980 ) and the other focusing on the role of power as an alternative to formal authority in organizations (e.g., Hickson et al., 1972; Mintzberg, 1984; Thompson, 1956 ). Common to both streams has been a connection between power and agency, essentially tying episodes of power to acts of agency (Clegg, 1989; Knights, 1992 ); at the most general level, power largely has been associated with actors' attempts at "getting things done" (Mintzberg, 1983; Pfeffer, 1981b) .
In contrast to episodic power, systemic forms of power work through the routine, ongoing practices of organizations. Examples of systemic forms of power include socialization and accreditation processes (Covaleski et al., 1998), technological systems (Noble, 1984; Shaiken, 1984) , and insurance and tax regimes (Simon, 1988) . These forms of power work to advantage particular groups, often without those groups' being obviously or clearly connected to the establishment or maintenance of the practices (Foucault, 1977;  Hardy, 1994; Laclau & Mouffe, 1985) . This is the nature of systemic power: routine and seemingly disinterested (Clegg, 1989) . Systemic forms of power tend to work in an ongoing, prosaic fashion, and they often do not appear to be forms of power (Covaleski et al., 1998; Townley, 1993) . This makes the development of systemic forms of power an important strategic option for agents who wish to establish some practice without necessarily being associated with that practice on an ongoing basis. However, systemic forms of power may well result in unintended consequences, since their long-term effects are likely to be beyond the control of the original agents.
We argue that the mode of power associated with an institutional mechanism will have an important impact on the temporal characteristics of the institutionalization processes it supports (see Figure 2) . Specifically, whether an institutional mechanism relies on a form of power that is systemic or episodic will significantly affect the stability of the supported institution. Since the stability of an institution describes the extent to which it endures as diffused and legitimate, supporting mechanisms that need to be repetitively activated by interested actors likely will lead to less stable institutions, whereas those mechanisms that are routinely or even automatically activated will lead to more stable institutions (Jepperson, 1991; Powell, 1991) . Thus, systemic forms of power are more likely than episodic forms of power to be associated with highly stable, long-standing institutions. We explore this relationship in detail in the next major section, where we examine the relationship between specific forms of power and the temporal patterns of institutionalization.
The relationship of power to its target. Despite their important differences, influence and disci- Simon (1988) points out the importance of objectifying forms of power in his examination of the power effects of actuarial practices. He argues that while discipline and influence construct the target of power as capable of agency, other increasingly important forms of power do not. Thus, the degree to which power treats the target as a subject or as an object forms the second dimension of our typology. In employing some forms of power, an agent treats the target as a "subject"-an actor capable of agency. Such is the case with influence, for example, where attempts to negotiate, exclude, or manipulate an actor necessarily assume the potential for agency on the part of the target (Bacharach & Baratz, 1962; Pfeffer, 1981b ). Without such an assumption, an agent's efforts to influence would be nonsensical. With other forms of power, however, agents treat the target as an object-an identifiable individual or group but whose agency or potential agency is inconsequential in the exercise of power.
FIGURE 2 Temporal Dimensions of Institutionalization and Dimensions of Power
A variety of objectifying forms of power (both episodic and systemic) have been examined in organizational and sociological research, including physical violence (Hearn, 1994) , punishment (French & Raven, 1959; Milgram, 1974) , material technologies (Noble, 1984; Shaiken, 1984) , and actuarial practices (Simon, 1988) . What ties all of these disparate practices together is their relationship to the target of power. In all of them agents effect a power relationship without requiring the target of power to "do" anything; they simply act on the target directly. Agents who engage in objectifying forms of power, thus, are able to affect the behavior of others in ways that leave those targeted actors no choice. Consequently, objectifying forms of power can be especially important change mechanisms when agents face targets who are unwilling or unable to choose to comply. These forms of power might also be especially effective when agents attempt to deny certain practices rather than establish new ones. 2 We argue that this dimension of power will also have a significant effect on the temporal characteristics of an instance of institutionalization (see Figure 2) . Whereas we argue that the mode of power is associated with the stability of an institution, this dimension of power is more likely to have an impact on the pace of institutionalization. This stems from the way in which forms of power that treat the target as a subject rely on some form of negotiation (if often implicit) in the process through which a targeted actor comes to adopt some innovation (Clegg, 1989; Simon, 1988) . Where agents can remove the element of negotiation, as they do when employing forms of power that treat the target as an object, the speed with which an agent can effect and diffuse a new practice, technology, or rule can be increased significantly. Again, we explore this relationship in detail and connect it to specific forms of power in the section on temporal effects.
An Alternative Typology of Institutional Mechanisms
The two dimensions of power discussed here-its mode and its relationship to its target-provide the basis for a typology of institutional mechanisms that forms the foundation for our model of the temporal dynamics of institutionalization. We argue that, unlike the institutional mechanisms established by DiMaggio and Powell (1983), the types of mechanisms we propose have clear and predictable relationships to the pace and stability of institutionalization. Our typology has four elements, based on the intersection of the two dimensions (see Figure 3) . First, where institutionalization is supported episodically and the target is assumed to have agency, the form of support is influence (Bacharach & Baratz, 1962; Lukes, 1974 supported by a mechanism in the form of discipline (Bauman, 1982; Clegg, 1989; Foucault, 1977; Knights, 1992; Townley, 1993) . Finally, when institutionalization is supported in a systemic manner by a form of power that treats the target as an object, the institutional mechanism at work is domination (Clegg, 1989; Simon, 1988) .
TEMPORAL EFFECTS OF INSTITUTIONAL MECHANISMS
In this section we examine in detail the temporal effects of the four institutional mechanisms defined above: influence, force, discipline, and domination. We argue that each form of power has specific implications for the pace of institutionalization and for the stability of the effected institution. To illustrate these implications we draw on both the WTO example and examples from research on corporate environmental management as a nascent institution (Hart, 1995 Although the case of the WTO clearly illustrates that complex institutions are potentially supported (and opposed) by more than one form of power, we believe that in order to understand the interactions among forms, it is first necessary to establish the potential impact of each one. Thus, in this section we discuss each form and develop theoretical propositions that formalize their relationships to temporal patterns of institutionalization; in the following section we examine the impacts of potential interactions between the forms.
The Temporal Effects of Influence
Influence has been examined extensively in organizational research (French & Raven, 1959) , particularly influence as decision making and non-decision making (Bacharach & Baratz, 1962; Dahl, 1957) and manipulation (Clegg, 1975; Clegg & Dunkerly, 1980; Lukes, 1974) . In both decision making and non-decision making in organizations, it is implicitly assumed that a conflict of interests is necessary for power: if there is no conflict, no power need be exercised (Clegg, 1989; Hardy, 1994; Lukes, 1974 (Pettigrew, 1979; Suchman, 1995) through language (e.g., Pfeffer, 1981a) and culture (e.g., Gephart, 1978) .
Although these different types of influence vary with respect to their relationship to conflict and the resources employed, they are fundamentally similar with respect to both dimensions of institutional mechanisms considered here and their impact on the temporal patterns of institutionalization. First, each of these kinds of influence involves the exercise of power on individuals or groups as active subjects; to be involved in negotiations around decisions or be actively excluded from those decisions, or even for one's perceptions and beliefs to be shaped in order to gain compliance, all assume the potential for agency. It is this aspect of influence that significantly affects the pace of institutionalization, in part because the involvement of targets as agents in episodes of influence causes a delay in effecting intended change. For example, attempts using influence processes to institutionalize corporate environmental management might involve government bodies' establishing limits on pollution output, engaging in random checks, and levying fines for infractions (Hoffman, 1999, 2000). For such strategies to institutionalize corporate environmental management, organizational actors need to engage in decision-making processes, evaluate the relative costs and benefits of compliance, and work out their own approaches to the issue, all of which requires time that slows down the institutionalization process (e.g., Cordano Proposition la: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on influence as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a slow pace of institutionalization.
The second commonality across kinds of influence that we argue affects the temporal patterns of institutionalization is that each operates in discrete episodes of strategic action. Because institutions are understood to have an enduring quality, and because an influence mechanism is subject to ongoing assessment by its targets, episodes of influence must be repeated continuously in order to support a pattern of social practice. Thus, the second significant temporal implication of influence is that institutionalization based on this mechanism will tend to be relatively unstable. (Figure 4a illustrates an influence-based institutionalization curve.) For example, when governments attempt to influence the adoption of corporate environmental management through the use of such influence mechanisms as fines or audits, they will be successful only to the extent that those mechanisms are carried out repeatedly and their occurrence, thus, comes to be expected. This is illustrated by the situation in Mexico, where environmental regulation is well developed, but where, in the absence of continuous enforcement, it has been relatively ineffective (Husted, 1993) .
Without either ongoing rewards or threats of sanctions, organizational actors will rationally stop complying with the intended institutional Academy of Management Review October Proposition lb: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on influence as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a low level of stability.
The Temporal Effects of Force
Force is the direct, overt use of power to overcome another actor's intentions or behaviors (French & Raven, 1959; Lukes, 1974; Tilly, 1975) . The concept of influence involves a target that is capable of agency; force removes that agency. When agents engage in acts of force, they construct their targets not as subjects but as objects, precisely because the use of force is antithetical to choice. Social practices supported by relations of force involve both individuals and organizations as targets, and they may be effected either legitimately or illegitimately (HarriesJenkins & Van Doorn, 1976; Hearn, 1994). The legitimate use of force is somewhat restricted by communities and nations to specific actors, such as prisons, psychiatric hospitals, the military, and police agencies that have such powers as arrest, incarceration, and seizure of property. Other organizations, however, also use force on a regular basis: corporations fire employees, bars forcibly remove disruptive patrons, schools confiscate contraband substances, and universities expel poorly performing students. At an organizational level, governmental agencies often have the ability to search, seize, or destroy organizational property (including material, intellectual, and symbolic properties, such as trademarks, licenses, and corporate information), as well as break up or dissolve corporations.
We argue that the way in which acts of force objectify their targets will have a significant effect on the pace of institutionalization processes. Unlike influence, where the target's choice processes cause delay, the use of force acts immediately and directly on the practices themselves. An example of this dynamic might involve an attempt by the state to institutionalize a level of environmental performance in a particular industry by closing down plants or revoking operating licenses for those companies failing to meet required levels. These actions by themselves are not intended to persuade the companies or manipulate their behaviors; rather, they attack the problematic existing social practice directly, intervening nearly instantaneously in the industry's ability to pollute. Their impact on social practice, therefore, is immediate. The effect of force on the pace of institutionalization leads to our next proposition. Proposition 2a: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on force as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a fast pace of institutionalization.
The second implication of force as a mechanism of institutionalization is, we argue, that the change it effects will tend to be relatively unstable (see Figure 4b) . As with influence, force requires recurring episodes to effect enduring change; we argue that once those episodes of force stop, so, too, will the associated social practice. An example of this dynamic from corporate environmental management is the U.S. Toxic Release Inventory. By law, firms are forced to collect and make publicly available data on the type, toxicity, and quantity of pollution they release into the environment. The enforcement of this law must be enacted repeatedly for it to effect enduring change, since companies would not be likely to continue to make this information public otherwise. The WTO protests provide a second example of this dynamic: police forcibly removed direct action protestors, but many of these same protestors returned to their demonstrations as soon as they were released. More broadly, like-minded individuals and organizations (including some of those in Seattle) have been protesting at many of the international trade conferences that have occurred since Seattle, demonstrating the inability of force to provide a stable basis for institutionalizing behavior without its ongoing, repeated application. This leads to the following proposition: Proposition 2b: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on force as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a low level of stability. 
normalizing judgment, and (3) examination. Hierarchical observation is described in terms of intense, continuous surveillance. Normalizing judgment is concerned with the establishment of rules such that they "function as... an average to be respected or as an optimum towards which one must move" (Foucault, 1977: 183) . Examination "combines the techniques of an observing hierarchy and those of a normalizing judgment ... that makes it possible to qualify, to classify and to punish" (Foucault, 1977: 184) . Individually and together, these three instruments of discipline facilitate the maintenance of power relations through the constitution of their targets' subjectivity. While these three disciplinary mechanisms may be initially located outside the targeted organization or actor, their power comes from their integration into and effect on the identity of the target (Covaleski et al., 1998;  Townley, 1993); disciplined actors are those that have internalized the external demands and made them their own.
We argue that institutionalization that relies on discipline will occur relatively slowly, as originally external pressures are gradually internalized within the targeted organizations. Certification schemes in the British Columbia forest industry provide an example of this dynamic. A number of industry, government, and nongovernment agencies have developed certification schemes for the forest industry (e.g., ISO 14000, Canadian Standard Association, and Forest Stewardship Council standards). Each one employs independent audits, works to standardize process or performance aspects of organizational behavior, and utilizes assessments and comparisons between uncertified and certified or certifiable firms. In order to participate in these schemes, forestry firms submit themselves to intensive surveillance and third-party examination that is organized around a new set of norms for the industry. The agencies sponsoring certification processes intend to move forestry firms toward the goal of more sustainable logging practices. The reality is that this movement will occur slowly as forestry firms, both early adopters and followers, adopt the tenets of these certification schemes and integrate them into their routines and systems. Proposition 3a: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on discipline as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a slow pace of institutionalization.
The second temporal implication of discipline as an institutional mechanism is that institutionalization supported by it will be relatively stable (see Figure 4c) . When influence fades, as we argue above, so, too, will the patterns of practice it supports; in contrast, well-disciplined actors (organizational or individual) will not only have accommodated the demands of power but have made them their own. The changes made by one organization within the British Columbia forest industry help to illustrate this dynamic. MacMillan Bloedel was subject to intense, enduring, multidirectional ecological pressures throughout the 1990s, including pressures from local and international environmental groups, continuous media scrutiny, and threats of international boycotts (Svendsen, in press; Winn, 2001; Zietsma & Vertinsky, in press). In response to these pressures, the firm initiated a new, more open approach to communications and relationships with its stakeholders, announced that it would phase out clearcut harvesting in its British Columbia operations, and began the process of environmental certification. CEO Tom Stephens publicly stated that he was not caving in to environmentalist pressures but was adapting his company to shifting societal values.
The disciplining of MacMillan Bloedel produced gradual but highly stable changes: the firm shifted from a strategic posture of negotiation and regulatory compliance to leadership and innovation; core technology changes required fundamental shifts in material technologies and human skill sets; and changes in its stakeholder relations resulted in self-sustaining reputational effects. External disciplining forces, thus, had led to the internalization and development of new environmental management practices (Sharma, 2000) . This illustrates a key feature of discipline as an institutional mechanism: whereas episodic forms of power need to be repeated on a continual basis in order to sustain institutional change, discipline is able to create stable institutions because the external pressures from which it stems are internalized and become a routine, ongoing part of the targeted organizations. This leads to our next proposition. Proposition 3b: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on discipline as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a high level of stability.
The Temporal Effects of Domination
Although the term domination has a long and varied history in the social sciences (Arendt, 1958; Habermas, 1972; Marx, 1906) , we use it in a very specific sense. We are not concerned here with issues of "false consciousness" (Jermier, 1985; Marx, 1906) or "manipulation" (Clegg, 1975; Lukes, 1974) , or with the notion of domination as simply an overwhelming use of power. Rather, we use the term to describe forms of power that support institutionalization processes through systems of organized, routine practices that do not require agency or choice on the part of those targeted.
This type of institutionalization can be found in a variety of systems, including material technologies, such as the physical layout or the tools used in a manufacturing plant; systemic discrimination, in which formalized organizational routines discriminate against some group on an ongoing basis, such as job specification or merit pay; and actuarial practices, in which statistics represent characteristics of a population, such as in insurance practices. These phenomena, in many ways disparate, have in common their ability to support patterns of social action in an ongoing way and without the complicity of those on whom they act. Many material technologies, for instance, work without any episodic activation and construct their targets not as subjects but as objects. Assembly line technologies, for instance, may act on shop floor workers such that the actions of the workers are routinely determined by the technology without any episodic intervention or action on management's part.
A more subtle means of domination is through the use of actuarial practices, which involve the use of statistics to represent the characteristics of a population. At the individual level, actuarial practices include the use of standardized tests of intelligence, aptitude, or personality and the construction of probability tables reflecting life expectancies and other life chances (Simon, 1988) . At the organizational level, government and other bodies routinely construct quantitative descriptors of organizations and use statistical techniques to describe and represent organizational populations. Simon examines the dynamics of actuarial practices and, in this passage, contrasts them with those of influence: "Where power once sought to manipulate the choice of rational actors, it now seeks to predict behavior and situate subjects according to the risks they pose" (1988: 772). Thus, actuarial practices involve the transformation of the lives of social actors, not through their own actions but through their placement in a social order abstracted from their lived experiences. Domination, like the other mechanisms of institutionalization, has distinct implications for the temporal dynamics of institutionalization. We argue that, like force, the pace of institutionalization supported by domination can be quite rapid. Domination works by accounting for ten-dencies and behaviors of actors in the development of physical and social arrangements that eliminate the need to change individual behavior. The targets of actuarial practices are constructed as objects-as locations in actuarial tables, as mechanical objects, as pieces of information-such that they are managed in place; their properties are accommodated or exploited, rather than affected or reconstructed. Thus, domination can alter social practices quickly, since it does so without the consent or complicity of the targets. To effect change in corporate environmental practices, for instance, the state might use material technologies to control infrastructure or critical natural resources (e.g., closing roads; banning the use of particular substances). Another example is that of insurance companies that have developed pollution liability regimes intended to account for, rather than influence, the environmental impact of corporations (Hoffman, 1999) .
Although we argue that the effects of domination, once in place, occur rapidly, most systems of domination, whether material or social, require an initial period in which resources are aggregated and structures developed. In the case of pollution liability regimes, for instance, the effects of these regimes would be immediate once they were in place; their accommodation of corporate environmental impacts would begin as soon as they were implemented by the insurance companies. There would, however, be an initial lag time during which the insurance companies would need to develop those regimes, including such activities as forming relevant actuarial tables, writing policies, and ensuring the legality of all clauses. The pace of institutionalization associated with domination leads to our next proposition. Proposition 4a: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on domination as its supporting mechanism, the pace of institutionalization will be slow initially and very fast once the construction of the system of domination is completed.
The second temporal effect of domination is its ability to effect institutionalization that is relatively stable (see Figure 4d) . Whereas the episodic nature of influence and force demands repeated and ongoing intervention and consequently produces relatively unstable effects, the systemic quality of domination (and of discipline) works to effect stable institutionalization. Moreover, the systemic and objective nature of domination works to minimize resistance, since actors who are its targets often lack a shared identity (in the case of actuarial practices, for example, commonalities are based on abstract criteria, not shared identity) and may not perceive its operation as a form of power or attribute the effect of power to its source (as is often the case with material or information technologies). These dynamics lead to our next proposition.
Proposition 4b: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on domination as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a high level of stability.
TEMPORAL EFFECTS OF MECHANISMS IN COMBINATION
As our opening example of the WTO protests illustrates, many institutionalization processes involve a complex interaction of institutional mechanisms and, consequently, a complex set of temporal patterns. While any combination of two or more of the four institutional mechanisms discussed here might be possible, in this section, for the sake of space, we only examine combinations that involve forms of power that employ similar conceptions of the target: influence with discipline and force with domination. We build on the relationships proposed in the previous section to explore the temporal effects of combining these mechanisms in a single instance of institutionalization.
Combining Influence and Discipline
Establishing some institutions demands the active involvement and complicity of the targeted actors. This might occur because the diffusion of some practices, rules, or technologies simply requires choice and action on the part of the target population. Recycling programs, for instance, are only effective to the extent that the targeted individuals and organizations choose to actively engage in them. In other cases, using force or domination may be impossible, given the resources of the agent involved. For example, an industry association wanting to reduce the environmental impact of its members' manufacturing processes will likely be unable to either exert force on its members or create conditions under which it is impossible for them to do otherwise. In cases such as these, the most likely route for the agent is to combine influence and discipline as institutional mechanisms. The industry association might, for instance, create a set of awards for environmental innovation in their industry (influence) while simultaneously developing a comprehensive, environmental certification process (discipline).
We argue that the effect of combining influence and discipline on the pace of an institutionalization process will be additive. Individually, both influence and discipline effect relatively slow rates of diffusion. Together, however, they will effect a pace that is somewhat faster. This is due largely to the parallel processes of influence and discipline partially offsetting the effect of the heterogeneity of the target population. In the case of the industry association, for instance, some firms might initially be motivated by the publicity associated with the awards, while other firms might respond more quickly to a certification scheme, and so to the degree that those are different subsets of the population, more firms will adopt environmental practices more quickly when both influence and discipline are used. Proposition 5a: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on both influence and discipline as supporting mechanisms, that process will be associated with a pace of institutionalization that is faster than would be associated with either influence or discipline individually.
With respect to the stability of the institution effected, we argue that the joint effects of influence and discipline will not simply be additive. For most institutions developed through this combination, we believe that the effects of disciplinary practices will gradually overwhelm influence as a mechanism of institutional support (see Figure 4e) . Although actors initially may adopt practices based on influence mechanisms, continued exposure to the disciplining practices of normalization, observation, and examination (Foucault, 1977) will tend to move their identities in line with the institutionalized norm (Bauman, 1982; Knights & Wilmott, 1994) .
As actors build identities that support the institution (e.g., environmentally friendly firms), they will participate in the institution without requiring reference to external incentives (e.g., environmental awards). These dynamics lead to the following proposition.
Proposition 5b: In institutionalization processes that depend on both influence and discipline as their supporting mechanisms, the effects of discipline will usually overwhelm those of influence and, consequently, lead to an institution with a high level of stability.
Combining Force and Domination
Whereas some institutionalization processes depend on the involvement of targeted actors, in other processes agents are more likely to employ mechanisms that objectify the targeted actors, diffusing and embedding sets of practices, rules, and technologies without their active involvement. Agents might take this route because of a very high likelihood that the targeted actors would never voluntarily adopt those practices, technologies, or rules-where the institution clearly creates more costs than benefits for the target population, for instance. When this is the case, and when the agent concerned has the ability, the most likely combination of institutional mechanisms will be the use of force and domination.
We argue that use of force and domination is likely to occur in sequence, with initial episodes of force paving the way for systems of domination (see Figure 4f) . Examples that illustrate such a combination include building dams for water reservoirs or power generation (Espeland, 1998; Hukkinen, 1999) and developing largescale commercial agriculture (Smith, 1986) . In both cases these processes are often associated with initial episodes of force, in which individuals and communities are dislocated to make way for industrial development and construction. In less developed countries this may involve physical violence sponsored by the state and the multinational firms that are developing the projects (Reed, 1997; Smith, 1986) , while in developed countries the force is often in the form of legal expropriation. What follows the initial force in these cases is the construction of tech-nological changes that act as systems of domination. Once in place, the effects of dams and commercial agricultural landscapes are nearly impossible to resist; the practices that they establish and especially those they preclude are immediately and durably entrenched.
Our point here is not that agents who draw on force and domination will necessarily be able to institutionalize the specific practices they prefer; rather, the use of force and domination is likely to transform practices rapidly and with great stability, even though the new pattern of practices may well be an unintended consequence of the institutionalization process. The practices that are institutionalized by dams or commercial agriculture, for example, may not correspond to the intentions of their sponsors, but the ways of life around them, including the agricultural, social, and cultural practices of local communities, will be inevitably and irreversibly affected (Espeland, 1998; Hukkinen, 1999; Smith, 1986) . The dynamics associated with combining force and domination lead to our last set of propositions.
Proposition 6a: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on a sequence of force and then domination as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a very fast pace of institutionalization. Proposition 6b: To the degree that an institutionalization process depends on a sequence of force and then domination as its supporting mechanism, that process will be associated with a high level of stability.
CONCLUSION
In this article we have developed a theoretical framework that connects the mechanisms underpinning institutions with two temporal dimensions of institutionalization. In developing our framework, we explored four types of institutional mechanisms and their temporal consequences for institutionalization, arguing that each has distinct and important consequences for the pace of institutionalization and the stability of the institutions produced. We conclude the paper with an exploration of the implications of our framework for institutional and organizational research.
The first implication of the framework developed here involves the role of time as a concept in organizational research. In the call for papers for this special topic forum, the editors argue that the nature of time in and around work organizations is a socially constructed phenomenon tied to both the quality of its experience and its quantitative measurement. We have extended this line of thinking to consider the specific relationship between time and institutions. Institutionalization processes can be described in terms of their pace and stability and can be related to the institutional mechanisms that might affect these dimensions. Our theoretical framework suggests that the temporal dynamics of instances of institutionalization are important, identifiable, and predictable. We have argued that institutions may be associated with a wide range of temporal dynamics, from the slow and unstable processes of influence to the rapid and stable effects of domination. An important next step suggested by our framework would be the comparative, empirical examination of temporal dynamics across institutions. The relationships proposed here could provide a foundation for such comparative analysis, both in terms of selecting appropriate cases and interpreting variance in results.
A second implication of this article involves the issue of deinstitutionalization (Oliver, 1992 ). Although we have not talked explicitly about the dynamics of deinstitutionalization, we would argue that the typology of institutional mechanisms developed here could provide a useful basis for exploring deinstitutionalization's temporal patterns. Key issues would include the pace and stability of attempts at deinstitutionalizing social practices, the resources necessary to do so, and how different forms of power might underpin such attempts. Consider, as an example, the use of force to deinstitutionalize a set of practices supported by domination. An episode of force might potentially overcome an institution supported by domination, but unless such force were to trigger further episodes, the deinstitutionalization might only occur for brief periods. This might produce an institutional rhythm of dominant stability interrupted by occasional volatility. Although protestors might shut down a WTO meeting with picket lines and direct action, even this dramatic incident of force will tend to have only short-term effects, unless the protestors can affect the underlying conditions supporting the practices they oppose. This example touches on only one combination of institutional mechanisms that might support institutionalization and deinstitutionalization, but it highlights the complex and important dynamics that could be examined using the framework developed here.
A third implication for research involves the role of the agents who work to effect institutionalization processes. In this article our focus on the temporal dynamics of institutionalization has led us to concentrate on the effects of the institutional mechanisms that, we argue, lead to those dynamics. Integrating the role of agents more fully, however, would add significantly to the model we have developed, since agents are the actors who employ the mechanisms discussed here. Several research questions arise. One concerns the link between agents and mechanisms, specifically in terms of what resources or abilities are needed on the part of agents to employ each of the four types of institutional mechanisms. Clearly, the variety of potential agents who might be interested in effecting institutional change is associated with a wide range of resources. Some resource bundles might be more suited to influence, for instance, whereas other bundles may provide the ability to construct systems of discipline or domination. A second research question would involve the issue of multiple agents. Although we have only discussed the case of single agents, it is clear from our examples and from other research that institutionalization is often supported by coalitions of agents (Lawrence, Hardy, & Phillips, in press). At the same time, the WTO example highlights the way in which agents also compete to effect conflicting institutional changes. Empirical researchers and theory developers could build on the relationships we have proposed here to investigate the dynamics of multiagent processes.
Finally, an important issue suggested by this paper is the relationship between the institutional mechanisms and the process of rationalization at the societal level-the inexorable development of the "iron cage." One of the primary insights of institutional theorists has been the recognition that "institutional pressures stem from more general societalwide processes of rationalization" (Powell, 1991: 189) . Understanding this insight in terms of the typology of institutional mechanisms developed here, we would argue that rationalization processes involve a movement away from institutionalization through influence and force and toward discipline and domination. This would suggest that as organizational fields mature, their dominant causal mechanisms will become those that are systemic rather than episodic in mode. Furthermore, as Simon (1988) argues, a move from discipline to domination represents a further rationalization, since the former does not rely on the agency of those being controlled and, consequently, may be implemented more reliably and rapidly.
